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to pass as is and to become law, imme-
diately I, as an employer, would elimi-
nate the health benefits for my em-
ployees. Why? Because I would be sub-
ject to more increased litigation.

Every employer in America, and
most of their employees as well, under-
stand all of the litigation that is occur-
ring in this country is causing prices to
go up, and in many cases, causing busi-
nesses to go out of business.

One little lawsuit under that under-
lying bill that would be allowed could
put under many, many small employ-
ers. Today, when new employers are
the lifeblood of our economy, why
would we want to increase the liability
that we put on them?

Mr. Chairman, I think that we need
to find a balanced approach, and I
think the President, working with the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD), deserves an enormous amount
of credit from all of us. The President
put his prestige out on the line. He
worked hard to come to some com-
promise that he would be willing to
sign into law.

I am a little surprised at my col-
leagues across the aisle who have re-
jected the hand of the President over
the last 6 months, and then today con-
tinue to reject the idea of trying to
find some common ground and moving
ahead.

What do they want to do? Do what we
have done for the last 6 years, and we
are going to get the same result. Noth-
ing. I think the President deserves an
awful lot of credit for ending the legis-
lative gridlock on this issue. What do
we have to fear? Nothing, because we
are going to go to conference with the
Senate which has a different bill. We
have an opportunity to try to resolve
the differences between the two bodies.
That is the nature of our institution.

What we ought to do today is get be-
hind the compromise bill that is going
to be before us, support the Norwood
amendment, support the bill on final
passage, and let us work out our dif-
ferences with the Senate. As we do, not
only will Congress be winners, but
more importantly, the American peo-
ple will be great winners because they
will have better access to health care,
more patient protections; and regard-
less of which version of liability be-
comes law, they will have greater rem-
edies in the law than they have today.

Even the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD),
which is being criticized here as being
inadequate, goes far beyond what we
have in law today. If Members want to
help patients, why not accept his
amendment? Give patients additional
remedies and help them get the kind of
quality health care that the American
people want.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, this body has a
chance to enact a real patient’s bill of rights to
protect people from the harmful decisions
made by their health insurance plans.

All of us have heard from constituents who
are fed up at being told by their health plans
that they can’t have access to the health care

they need even through they pay their insur-
ance premiums for this care in the first place!

So you would think all of us could agree
that it’s time to do something.

Instead, my Republican colleagues want to
pass a bill that does nothing.

In fact, the bill supported by President Bush
would roll back important patient protections
already in place in my home state of Cali-
fornia.

In California, we enacted a law that says to
consumers—if your health plan interferes with
the quality of the medical care you receive,
you have a legal right to stop them through
the courts.

If you are injured because your health insur-
ance company delays or refuses you health
care—you have a legal right to sue them
through the courts.

It’s just that simple.
But President Bush wants to take away my

constituents’ right to have protection from the
bad decisions of their health insurance compa-
nies.

And he wants to call that managed care re-
form, I call it an HMO Protection Bill.

Well that’s not right.
I urge my colleagues to reject any attempt

to weaken the patient’s bill of rights and to
support real reform of health insurance com-
panies.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the last 24-hours of gameplaying with
people’s lives by the leadership has left a
huge mark on the House of Representatives.
I don’t think our forefathers would be proud of
the political games that have been played up
here.

Let’s look at the score of the game. This
week, special interest groups have two wins,
and the American people have zero.

Yesterday, with the Energy Bill, oil compa-
nies won.

Today, with the so-called Patient’s Bill of
Rights, insurance companies will win.

Under the House leadership deal on the so-
called Patient’s Bill of Rights, many of our
constituents are going to have their health
care needs compromised.

However, there are a few good things about
the bill. Language that I’ve been working on to
protect health care workers is included. I spent
30 years as a nurse, and I speak from experi-
ence.

When a health care worker blows the whis-
tle on workplace abuses, they shouldn’t have
to fear retaliation,

For example, a nurse might be tempted to
remain silent when they see a patient’s quality
of care being compromised.

Nurses should feel 100 percent confident
that they can come forward without facing re-
taliation from their employer. No one should
feel that their job is in jeopardy because they
speak up for patient safety.

Also, my language ensuring hospitals get
paid on time by HMOs is included.

Not only have HMOs been neglecting pa-
tient care, but they are also well-practiced in
their denial and delay of payments to hos-
pitals, medical group practices, doctors and
other health care professionals.

Health care providers shouldn’t be stuck in
the middle for a bitter struggle between quality
patient care and insurance company regula-
tions.

But despite these good provisions, it’s clear
that special interests are the real winners in
this deal.

How many more examples of special inter-
est control must this esteemed body suffer
through before doing something to change it?

I’m sure of one thing—we need campaign fi-
nance reform to get the special interests out of
Congress.

Oppose the Norwood amendment.
Support the Ganske-Dingell bill. It puts pa-

tients’ interests before special interests.
Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise

today to speak in favor of Representative
GANSKE’s Bipartisan Patients’ Bill of Rights
and to oppose the amendment substitute
being offered. When we started this debate
several years ago, we were trying to find a
way to protect patients and help them to re-
ceive access to quality health care. Somehow
we have strayed from our original purpose and
have started trying to protect HMO’s. There is
something wrong with this picture.

The people of this country want security in
knowing that the health care they receive is
based on sound practice, not on an employ-
er’s or health care plan’s bottom line. The
people of this country deserve to have this as-
surance. I question whether or not those who
oppose the Ganske bill would want for their
families to face what so many of our constitu-
ents face everyday—uphill battles against
HMO’s in an attempt to receive the treatment
their doctor has prescribed for them.

Several of my colleagues plan to offer
amendments to the Ganske bill that will re-
move the very essence of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. The amendments they plan to propose
are being touted as ones that will make this a
true compromise bill. It is not compromise in
my eyes. If these amendments pass, the
name of the bill will remain the same, but the
substance of the bill will be worthless.

There are three ‘‘poison pill amendments.’’
The amendments being offered on the floor
today will cost the American people millions of
dollars. The underlying bill, as introduced by
Representative GANSKE, includes ways to pay
for the costs of this bill. The alternative plan
does not pay for these costs. We are talking
about costs that total over $20 million. Where
is this money going to come from? Shall we
just continue drawing down on the Medicare
and Social Security Trust Funds?

The amendments being offered to this bill
will also supersede the rights of the states.
Thirty nine states, including Michigan, already
have their own tort laws that work and work
well. Under the alternative being offered, fed-
eral law will prevail. It will even preempt state
remedies previously provided by the Supreme
Court. In states that have no damage caps,
they would be forced to accept the damage
limitations provided by the alternative.

Under Representative GANSKE’s bill, individ-
uals have the right to have their case re-
viewed by an external review board. This
makes sense. However, the alternative plan
makes it almost impossible for a patient to
prove his or her case in court. A patient must
demonstrate the decision of the external re-
view entity was completely unreasonable. It
would not matter if the external reviewers
were not familiar with the latest medical evi-
dence, or if the reviewers did not consider all
the facts of the patient’s case. This review
process is a medical one. It is vital that a pa-
tient have access to this review process, but
it does not provide the due process protec-
tions that a court does. Patients should have
access to the courts. To do otherwise is just
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